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Preface 

Last November a survey form relating to parent participation in 
decisionmaking was distributed to school administrators, trustees, and 
a random selection of teachers and parents* The responses Itceived have 
been tabulated and analysed and provided the basis for an extensive 
report. 

Several individuals expressed an interest In receiving a summary of 
the survey results* Although this booklet does not contain s detailed 
explanation, the major findings are reported* For those readers 
desiring more details, a copy of the complete study is on file with the 
superintendent and it also includes an extensive chapter entitled 
"Review of Related Research and Literature"* 

The writer vie ties to express his appreciation to those who com- 
pleted a questionnaire* This assistance enabled the writer to complete 
a project which was of personal Interest and one which will hopefully be 
of benefit to parents and educators in this district as they continue to 
develop initiatives which will contribute to the education of children. 



J* Ross White, Ph.D., 

Assistant Superintendent 
— Curriculum Services 



June, 1983 
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Overview 

In the historical development of education In Canada, a close 
affiliation existed between the parent community and the teacher. 
Education was a co-operative effort with parents building the school, 
providing accomodation for the teacher, and acting as stewards of the 
educational facility and the resources for the future, the children. As 
educational opportunity became more universal and the government became 
more involved by means of legislation, new directions for management and 
control of Che schools were established. 

Concurrent with Increased legislation, centralisation occurred. 
Schools be cave larger, more pupils attended school for longer periods of 
time and teachers were better trained. ^Technological and sor-'al trends 
also placed new demands upon families and parents as a whole. As r, con- 
sequence, the close association between home and school deteriorated. 
Control, almost absolute in nature, was assumed by individuals remote 
from the closely knit community school. 

In recent years, citizens have voiced strong objection to central- 
ized and bureaucratic decisions. For many individuals there was an 
Increasing sensitivity to the lack of opportunity which they had in 
making a direct contribution to those institutions and activities which 
had n profound influence on thei* personal lives and the future of their 
families. As a result, a grounds we 11 of parents sought the opportunity 
for a greater voice in the education of their children. Parents in 



isolated groups lobbied for legislation which would not only recognise 
their rights as parents but would also provide a mechanism chat sup- 
ported these rights. As a result t legislators and administrators 
acknowledged these rights and demands* Opportunities were provided to 
parents which not only enabled then to obtain information about their 
children but facilitated their participation on advisory or similar 
committees. These situations, plus others , reflected a changing atmos- 
phere*. There was a search to re-establish the co-operative venture 
which years ago existed between the community and the neighbourhood 
school. 

This study was designed to explore means of accomplishing this 
partnership in terms of the current sociological and technological 
environment. Numerous related questions were posed for which the 
research sought answers to help provide perspective, directions , and 
guidelines for the challenge of parent participation in school affairs. 

Sources of Information 

For the research, parents, administrators, teachers, and trustees 
of the approximately 12,800 elementary and secondary district pupils 
were involved by means of a random sample* Table 1, which reports the 
potential audience, the sampling and the relative response, details the 
scope of the survey* 

Survey Instruments 

A survey instrument germane to this study was developed* For each 
of the four groups being queried — parents f administrators, teachers, 
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Tabic 1 



Distribution and Returns 
of Survey For as 



Po pulation 

Parents: 

gleaentary: 
Secondary: 
Not stated 



Te ache re: 

Elementary: 
Secondary: 
!tot stated 



Administrators: 

Eleoentary: 
Secondary: 
Not stated 



Trustees: 



Tots! 



Distrlb- 


Re turns 


uted ' 


No. 


X 


■ 

253 


97 


38.3 


128 


45 


36.7 




z 




381 


144 


37.8 


153 


99 


64.7 


84 


59 


70.2 




4 


1.7 


237 


162 


68.4 


35 


32 


91.4 


18 


14. 


77.8 




1 




53 


47 


88.7 


9 


8 


88.8 


680 


361 


53.1 



trustees — there was a separate colour-coded questionnaire. Teacher 
forms were printed on white paper, administrators on green, and trustees 
on pink. The "personal Information" section provided an opportunity for 
school personnel to indicate whether employed at the elementary or 
secondary level. Parent forms were divided into blue (elementary) and 
yellow (secondary) questionnaires. The composition of the questionnaire 
Is outlined in Table 2. 



I 

»abl e 2 c 
Composition of Questionnaire 



General Information ^ 

School Community Relations 

Instructional Services 

Administration/ Han agement 

Personnel 

General Comments 

Parent Data for 
Comparative Study 



Parents 



x 

X 
X 
X 



Ad minis- 
Teachers tratots Trustees 



x 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 



X 

X 
X 
X 
X 



X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 



Identifying Information was of a generalised nature and provided 
background of the respondent* Some items of a general nature reported 
were sex, years of teaching or administrative experience, level of 
current professional asslgnaent, ana involvement as a parent. 

The next four parts were parallel ones for all four responding 
groups and Individuals were asked to respond to a total of forty-seven 
statements, Responses were coded into a translation which associated 
each individual reply with parent participation on a continuua between 
"No involvement" to "Delegation". The designations were assigned 
weighted values as follows} 0 - No response; 1 - No involvement; 2 - 
XnforMtlozi; 3 - Consultation; 4 - Co-decision; 5 - Delegation. 
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A fifth pare, "Free Response", provided respondents with an oppor- 
tunity to stake soae general stateexmts if they wished. TfcreeVstatcaeots 
provided soae guided direction for those answering this section. A 

lurcher opportunity for reactions waa possible under "Other Go omenta . 

* 

As noted in Table 2, only the parents had' a sixth part labelled 
"Comparative Poll". The information being sought was. an attespt to 
coapare the extent to which the local parents reflected the responses of 
the public to siallar questions posed during a 1979 Gallup Poll lu 
Canada. Twelve questions froa the original series of nineteen were 
selected as they were onea most relevant for the study. Parents were 
asked, in this section, to circle a response which reflected their 
opinion of the statement, ^ 
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SECTION XI 
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES 

Character lit let of Raw Daca 

Parent Responses 

Table 1 revealed somewhat anticipated results, with a larger number 
of responses from parents of elementary pupils than parents of secondary 
students. Actual percentages of parents responding were similar: 38.3 
per cent of eligible elementary parents and 36.7 per cent of secondary 
parents. The total response of 37.8 per cent of those surveyed, while 
not outstanding, was considered sufficiently substantial to warrant 
acceptability for drawing conclusions. 

Table 3 suggests a composite of results from the 144 parents who 
responded. A predominate number (123) were aware that opportunity 
existed for the a to participate in or to initiate formation of a School 
Liaison Committee (S.L.C.), and another 109 knew that such a committee 
existed in the school of their children. A disappointing number of 
elenentary (fourteen) and secondary (twelve) parents and four unrespon- 
sive others suggested that 20.9 per cent were unaware of whether a 
school committee existed. 

That awareness and participation were apparently unrelated wus made 
clear by 106 parents who were not involved with school committees and by 
ten others who did not respond. This lack of active participation was 
verified in the second part of the question about involvement with 
school. Only 23.6 per cent indicated regular and active involvement.- 
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TABLE 3 

PROFILE OF PARENT RESPONDENTS 



Sex: 

Male 

Female 5 
Not stated 

Aware of opportunity to form a 
parent committee (S.L.C.): 

Yes 
No 

Not stated 
Does your school have an S.L.C. ? 

Yes 
No 

Don't know 
Not stated 

I 

Involvement with school: 

a) Participant as S.L.C* 
■ember: 

Yes 
No 

Not stated 

b) Volunteer parent: 
Rarely 

Approximately once/month 

Approximately once/week 

Other 

Not stated 



Elementary 


Secondary 


Total 


n - 97 


n - 47 


n - 144 




20 


12 


32 


22.2 


77 


J J 


110 


76.4 




2 


2 


1.4 


, 85 


38 


123 


85.4 


12 


8 


20 


13.9 




1 


1 


.7 


78 


31 


109 


75.7 


3 


2 


5 


3.5 


14 


12 


26 


18.1 


2 


2 


4 


2.8 


24 


4 


26 


19.4 


67 


39 


106 


73.7 


6 


4 


10 


7.0 


31 


20 


51 


35.4 


14 


1 


15 


10.4 


17 


2 


19 


13.2 


27 


17 


44 


30.6 


8 


7 


15 


10.4 



13 
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The preceding characteristics of the responding patents need to be 
correlated with their responses to the items on the survey form. These 
results are summarized in Table 4* For this summary, details of parent 
responses are reflected in the comparison between parents and educators. 



Table 4 
Parents - Composite Summary 





Elementary Pa ret ■ * 
n - 97 




Secondary Parents 
n - 47 


Test 

of 
Signif- 
icance 

Vilue 

* 




Mean 


s.d 




Mean 


s.d • 


Community Relations 


7.88 


1.16 




2.81 


1.16 


0.339 


Instructional Services 


2.24 


0.99 




2.32 


1.01 


0.448 


Administration/Management 


2.32 


1.04 




2.46 


1.04 


0.757 


Personnel 


1.97 


1.04 




2.28 


l.u 


1.574 



Significant Difference 
Pi .05 1.96 



Teacher Responses 

Table 5 provides a profile of th* teachers who responded. Although 
the majority of responses were from elementary teachers who comprised a 
larger proportion of staff , a greater percentage of secondary teachers 
responded* Division by sex was remarkably equivalent and interestingly 
respondents predominately were those with five or more years of teaching 
experience* The reported use of volunteers was consistent with the 
responses by parents* As 50*0 per cent of the teachers did not utilise 
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TABLE 5 

PROFILE OF TEACHER RESPONDENTS 
» - 162 



Assignment : 



Elementary 
Secondary 
Not stated 



Sex: 



Hale 
Female 
Not stated 



Total Years of Teaching Experience: 

1 - 4 
5 - 8 
9 - 16 
17+ 

Not stated 



Parent Volunteers in Classroom In 1981-82: 
0 

1 " 12 
Not stated 



Number 


X 


99 


61.1 


59 


36.4 


4 


2.5 


75 


46.3 


82 


50.6 


5 


3.1 


16 


9.8 


40 


24.7 


61 


37.7 


43 


26.5 


2 


1.2 


81 


50.0 


69 


41.4 


8 


4.9 


6 


3.8 
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parent volunteers In the classroom, this Inforaation suggested that 
teachers consider this their domain of responsibility. 

■ 

Trustee /Administrator Responses 

These two groups , as co-administrators of the school, first were 
considered separately. However, since trustees generally are the 
policy-makers and administrators are responsible for policy implementa- 
tion, the two groups also were reviewed concurrently* 

Both groups responded extremely well, with nearly 89 percent of 
those available forwarding completed questionnaires (refer to Table 1). 

Tables 6 and 7 Indicate that both trustees and administrators had 
several years in their respective positions that served to assure that 
responses had been based upon considerable experience* , Since the sample 
size for trustees vis restricted with no opportunity to have a larger 
and more significant* number of responses, no comparisons svere made to 
determine statistically significant differences. Another consideration 
was that trustees, as policy-makers, are more indirectly involved with 
parent participation compared to the more active involvement of 
administrators, teachers, and parents. 

An interesting aspect related only to the trustees was involvement 
as a parent with schools as indicated by Table 6. Although some 
trustees did not have children in school and all maintained active 
schedules as elected officials, time was devoted by some to the schools 
as a School Liaison Committee member and/or as a volunteer. 

School Community Relet ions. Table 8 , indicates that trustees 
supported a high level of parent participation, particularly with 
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TABLE 6 

PROFILE OF TRUSTEE RESPONDENTS 
n - 8 



Sex: 



Hale - 4 
Female - 4 



Total Years as Trustees: 

1-2 - 2 

3-4 - 1 

5-6 - 4 

7-8 - 0 

9+ - 1 



Involvement as a Parent with Schools: 

a) S.L.C. Member: 

Yes ■ 3 

No * 4 

No response - 1 

b) Volunteer Parent: 

Regular basin ■ 1 
Irregular basis * 5 
No response: ■ 2 
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TABLE 7 

PROFILE OF ADMINISTRATOR RESPONDENTS 
n - 47 





Number 




Currqpt Administrative Assignment: 








32 


68.1 


Secondary 


14 


29.8 


Not stated 


1 


2.1 


Sex: 




* 


Male 


37 


83.0 


Female 


4 


8.5 


Not stated 


4 


8.5 


Total Years of Administrative Experience: 






I - 4 


9 


19.1 


5-8 


12 


25.5 


9-16 


IS 


31.9 


17+ 


8 


17.0 


Not stated 


3 


6.4 



er|c 



18 



13 



I. 
2. 

4. 



TABLE 8 

SODC& COHHUUR ULAXIOMS 

■moras or Tipsmg aid ASKzsxsxi&xr/is 



DictritaadM of paraat iavolvssftat la 
:r m - cur ilcttlar stndaat sctlrttlss. 



S^lactloa of astr a-carrl calar papll 
actlTltlas. 

Salactioa of eaggt orgsnixod fandrslsing 
aetlvltlas. 

Salscclon of yHytl orgsalssd f a adr aJ alag 
tetmtteo* 



3. Dm of funds rtlttd by psrsnts. 

6. Uao of foods ralood fry stndonts* 

7* Organisation of vol u n tas r ptme aldas. 

8. Dstenlnaclon of dutiaa for *oluntaar ald*s« 

9. Organisation of loach auparrlalon. 

10. Organ! tar too of lunch prograaass. 

U. Organisation of study groups for paraats. 

12. Do tarsi nsr ton of public uaa of school 
facilities. 

13. DotarvlnatlOTi of transportation raquirs~ 
its for atudaata. 



14. Ostsnla^cloa of public relations 
actlrltlo* for ths school. 



TOTAL; 



Bote: Valtass 

0 - So lospoaso 

1 • is Xn*ol*nant 

2 - Xaf onttloa 



3 • Consultation 

4 - Go*-dacleioa 

5 * Delegation 



Trueteae 
a • S 


a ->47^ 


Hssa 


••4. 


Hubs 


«.d. N 


3.50 


0.87 


4 it 

2.53 


0.99 


3.13 


0.60 


2.08 


0.86 


A. 73 


0.AJ 


3.8V 


i.3I 


2.38 


0.80 


Z.A7 


0.87 


4.38 


0.48 


3.6A 


1.26 


2.38 


0.86 


2.00 


0*7* 


3. SO 




A. W r 


1.30 


3.38 


0.70 


2.26 


1.08 


3.38 


1.11 


1.68 


1.07 


3.63 


0.70 


2.09 


1.32 


4.30 


0.50 


2.94 


1.42 


3.38 


9.48 


2.26 


* 

1.21 


3.25 


0.83 


2.34 


1.08 


2.88 


1.82 


2.70 


0.90 



3.46 1.06 2.60 1.27 
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activities which involve parents directly such as fund raising (item 3), 
use of funds (item 5), and study groups (item 11). Administrators also 
assigned the highest level of lnvolveaent to these sane item although 
to a lesser extent than trustees* 

Trustees indicated there should be less parent lnvolveaent in 
student oriented natters (numbers 4 and 6) and public relations In 
cooparison with other items. Administrators displayed more receptivity 
toward involving parents* albeit at a lower level* 

t 

Instructional Services, Table 9 , indicates that trustees perceive 
less parental Involvement in these matters than in the previous set of 
I tens- Most items were considered "informational" topics with parents 
s imp J y apprised by the administration. In general, administrators 
indicated a reticence to involve parents in the area of instructional 
services* A similar attitude, but to a lesser degree, was reflected in 
the responses of trustees. 

Administration/Management, Table 10 , as in the previous instances, 
reflects a more liberal acceptance of parental involvement on the part 
of trustees than by administrators* An analysis of responses by the * 
groups, reveals several similarities* A further examination discloses 
that trustees envisage a more extensive role for parents In relet Ion to 
budget considerations (numbers 7 and 8) than administrators . Both 
groups pi iced a loi sr e op has is on matters related to assignments for 
teachers (numbers S and 6), which were to operate independent of parent 
intercession* 
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TO £9 
IXSTtDCTXOIAL SUVXCXS 

VLSKMSS& Of TIDST1IS AID ADHtHISTaATOtS 





* 


Tros 
a ■ 


itaas 
• 8 


adaialstrs- 
tors 
a • 47 






ttoea 


s.d. 


teen 


s«d. 


I. 


• 

tacrodtactloo of mm carrlcolua coot oat. 


2.88 


0.60 


2.13 


0.37 


2. 


PtfrwiniClOQ of eh» dotoilod contuse of « 


2.25 


0.68 


1.70 


0.65 


3. 


fttf nrfMtiffo of cta» tatlc oatllno of \ 


2.50 


0.50 


1.83 


0.62 


4. 


Soloctioe sad approval of tho tests for * ear- 
rlcaLuB. 


2.13 


1.17 


1.33 


0.34 


9. 


Sslsctloa end Approval of tho Instructional 
asterlel for * corrlcalaa. . 


1.63 


0.99 


1.68 


0.39 


6* 


different subject uui. 


1.73 


0.66 


1.45 


0.58 


7. 


Dito ri notion of tta f reeseae? sad aoebod of 
ciassrooa toociag. 


1.88 


1.17 


1.40 


0.37 


8. 


Ontsratastlon of eta "rsqmncy sad types of 
co— ratal toots. 


2.25 


0.97 


1.51 


0.61 


9. 


Dettraloatloa of roportlng procedures. 


2.38 


1.22 

». .. . . 


2.30 


0.77 


10. 


Ds to rat nation of haaewsrk reoulreeeats. 


2.38 


1.58 


2.00 


0.85 


11. 


Dttorrt&acloa of octool philosophy sad goals. 


2.63 


1.65 


2.87 


0.73 




TOTAL: 


2.24 


1.14 


1.86 


0.78 



Note: 7a loos 

0 - Ho taspeaso 3 " Consultation 

1 - {to Xaoolveeeet k - Co-declslon 

2 - Xaforastloo 5 * Oslogstloo 
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aisfoms or ramus aid AOKiHtstuzots 







trustees 
a • 8 


Adalnlsci-a- 
eora 
a - 47 






Haaa 


s.d. 


Haaa 


a«d. 


u 


Bmwtoitwi Of CoO MM MM co^wicion Of 
rliiw ■ 


'2.38 


0.99 


1.70 


0.30 


2* 


Oof tiifiif too ox prantM poucy ana pioc*"* 

MAC Of p«pll«* 


2.38 


1.11 


2.11 


0.63 


3. 


Sotoraliiotloo of school ruLot oad rogolotloao 
for tte guorml statfoac body. 


2.88 


0.60 


2.34 


0.63 


4. 


Oatacalaatloa of arraagaaauf s tor perente to 
dlaeuae Mtttrt concerning choir children* a 
schooling. 


Jo eW 


VoPO 


2 TO 


O.T7 
v. / * 


3. 


Qaceraiaacloa of ctao teaching lood for teechare. 


lo / 3 


it Jv 


a. 




6. 


Daterainetlon of •scrareorxl color aoolgiwato 
for teacher e. 


1.63 


0.99 


1.47 


0.50 


7. 


Deceradnacloa of coo bodgot requireosnts for 
the ecbool. 


2.50 


1.23 


1.68 


0.72 


8. 


Dacors&naciott of budgee allocation* within a 
school. 


2.50 


1.00 


1.47 


0.68 


9. 


Dacoraisaeloo of facility ooada and building 
raoovatioaa. 


2.88 


1.05 


2.28 


0.84 


10. 


Deceralaation of eafesy needs aod eefety 
profraaaoa. 


3.50 


0.87 


2.83 


0.66 


11. 


Oataradaatloo of boalth eenrlcaa required. 


3.50 


1.12 


2.55 


0.79 


12. 


Daceralnacloo of school bouadarlee. 


2.13 


1.17 


1.81 


1.02 


13. 


Qaceralaetioo of location of specialised 
cleeees (a.f. apaelal education, handicapped, 
French Iaaoraloa). 


2.38 


1.22 


2.19 


1.08 




TOTAL: 


2.53 


1.17 


2.03 


0.88 



Beta: Values 

0 m jto taapooao 3 " Consultation 

1 • Bo lavolveaant 4 - Co-decision 

2 - Xaforaatloe 3 • Oalofation 
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Personnel. Toblo 11 . indicates what appeared to be a coaooa trend 

of difference* between the opinions of trustees and administrators. On 

none of toe iteae did the aean scores of trustees advocate "consult s- 

tion" and they seeadngly envisioned less parental involve nent on Betters 

dealing with personnel needs and selection ltees (numbers 1, 3). 

Responses fro* adainlstrators , however, revealed stronger reticence than 

trustees about parent participation in the evaluation of personnel 

i 

(numbers 7, 8)« 

Comparative Results 

Pa rep t a and Educator* 

Tables 12-15, which follow, detail a comparison of parents with a 
combination of teachers and adainlstrators classified as "educators % 

School (fee— unity Relations. Table 12 , reflects the same pattern as 
a comparison between parents and teachers. Despite some differences, 
greater compatibility exists between parents and educators in this area 
than In any of tha others which follow* 

Instructional Services. Table 13 , does not reflect the same con- 
gruous relationship of the preceding section* Differences are reflected 
throughout the area and the average response for parents exceeded the 
"Information" level, whereas the mean score for the responses of educa- 
tors was only approaching that level of parent involvement. 

Administration/Manaitement, Table 14 , reveals that significant dif- 
ferences occurred between parents and edrcators on a number of items. 
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With the exception of four Items, the pattern Is consistent with the 
comparisons reported separately between parents and teachers and between 
parents and administrators* Congruent occurred with the nine regaining 
items. In the final analysis, however, a comparison of the total mean 
scores of parents and educators in the area of administration/ management 
revealed a statistically significant difference at the 0.01 level* 

Personnel, Table 15 , reveals that a number of statistically sig- 
nificant differences exist between parents and educators, seven of them 
at the 0*01 level* These differences were not surprising as personnel 
matters are considered frequently as personal and confidential* In 
general, parents reflected an "information" level of involvement whereas 
educators responded below that level, in some instances considerably* 

Parents/Educators - Composite Summary, Table 16 , reveals that both 
parents and educators responded conservatively to parent participation 
in the c is ion-malting process* Very seldom did the mean score of 
either group on individual items reach the level of "consultation" or 
beyond* In many instances , parents had mean scores for the various 
items which simply reflected a basic desire for "inf oration". This 
analysis suggested~~tb the writer that many parents were Interested in a 
more active and extended form of Involvement than was currently avail- 
able. Educators, on the other hand, generally cont mplated parent 
participation at a much lower level, the exception being "school com- 
munity relations". A summary of the comparisons between parents and 
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Table 16 
Parents and Educators 
Composite Suaaary , Tables 12-15 
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educators. Table 16, supports the above analysis and indicates the 
relatively low mean scores for each of the domains. 



Supplementary Information 
Responses to 0 pen-Ended Questions 

A summary of responses by teachers, administrators, and trustees to 
the four open-ended questions is provided in Table 17. The analysis was 
a subjective one and consents, when possible, were classified as posi- 
tive, negative or neutral. On occasion a response to one question was 
applicable to other questions or reflected responses to other ques- 
tions. A clear-cut differentiation between questions, therefore, became 
difficult. 
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For purposes of Interpretation, sow examples and their classifica- 
tion follow: A typical positive statesent provided by an administrator 
in response to question tiro vas: "Participation in the decision-making - 
process makes lap lamenting changes ouch easier. Positive relations 
foster positive outcomes. n An example of a negative reaction vas 
included in "Other comments": "Am not convinced that full participation 
will be in the best; interests of the efficient functioning of the school 
as managed by the professionals". A "neutral" designation was assigned 
to low level participation and activities of a fund-raising or volunteer 
nature. 

Although Table 17 indicates a positive Lone to parent participa- 
tion, the responses In many instances reflected a conservative level of 
Involvement with specified controls by means of guidelines* Many educa- 
tors stipulated that final decisions must remain the prerogative of the 
school principal and staff* A heavy reliance on parent involvement in 
activities of a supportive nature was also evident. 

Although some reticence about parent participation was apparent » as 
noted above , the tone of the responses Indicated a general receptiveness 
to a parental presence in the school. This presence could conceivably 
reduce barriers and create an understanding of some of the benefits to 
be derived from parent participation in school matters. In summary, a 
"closed door" tone was not apparent although the 'welcome mat" was not 
always in place. 
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TABLE 17 

RESPONSES TO OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS 
BY TEACHERS, ADMINISTRATORS » TRUSTEES 
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Comparison of 1979 Gallup Poll and Parent Respondents 

Parents were asked twelve questions similar to those posed in the 
Canadian Omibua Gallup Survey of April, 1979. These questions are 
stated in abbreviated fori in Tables 18-20. 

The Gallup Poll questions selected were reported upon by the 
Canadian Education Association. The publication indicated significant 
differences existed between certain of the highest responses. These 
significant differences were calculated from a sampling allowance chart 
constructed by the Gallup organization. The chart was not applied to 
the School District 68 8 staple. In question one, for example, the fact 
that 36.1 per cent Judged involvement had Improved was considered to be 
significant, whereas the 31.9 per cent who saw improvement in question 
two did not comprise a significantly different opinion. 

Observations ; As indicated in the explanatory note above, a sig- 
nificant number of the Canadian sample, in response to the first ques- 
tion, expressed the opinion that parent involveacat in school activities 
had improved. Although the British Columbia sample did not indicate any 
significant differences between the top two percentages, the opinion 
expressed was that the situation had improved. The School District 68 
sample followed a similar pattern; however a much higher percentage 
noted that parent involvement had improved. 

A parallel trend was not evident in responses to questions two and 
three. These questions investigated attitudes about teacher competence 
and the effectiveness of school management* In both instances more 
people in the Canadian sample responded "improved** whereas the British 
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TABLE 19 
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Columbia set of responses revealed a more negative attitude. Respon- 
dents In the School District 68 sample , although reacting similarly to 
the British Columbia sample, were less negative. Both samples though, 
re va a led a very harsh attitude towards school management as 37.4 per 
cent In British Columbia and 32.6 per cent In Nana loo rated the 
performance as "worsened". 

Discontent seems to be more with personnel than with curriculum* A 
significant 43*2 per cent of the respondents who answered question four 
in the Canadian sample Indicated that the curriculum had "improved". 
The same trend was apparent with the British Columbia responses but 
there was no significant difference between "Improved" and "worsened". 
Reactions by those participating In this study were more positive, as 
59.7 per cent indicated "improved". 

Public involvement in school board affairs, question five, was 
rated as "Improved" by the Canadian and local samples. More individuals 
in the British Columbia sample suggested that involvement had "not 
changed" or "worsened". In the opinion of the researcher, the strong 
emphasis on "improved" to this question and the first might in part be 
attributed to initiatives of the district investigated although there 
were no data to confirm this observation. 

similar strong positive responses by the School District 68 sample 
are spparent for questions six, seven, and eight (Table 19). Except for 
the response of the British Columbia sample to question seven, a 
significant difference occurred between the tdp two percentages for the 
original groups surveyed. In all three instances, those sampled for 
this study emulated a similar trend with a strong positive stance. 
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Even though respondents indicated confidence In school trustees 
(question eight) , there vera mixed reactions about the adequacy of board 
Information to parents and public (question nine). A significant number 
of the Canadians sanpled were satisfied , whereas the otter two groups 
sampled were more divided and were inclined to a negative reaction. 

As individuals expressed some criticisms of the educational climate 
and current processes in response to the questions posed , the challenge 
emerged whether or not parents were prepared to ameliorate situations* 
In response to queation ten, a significant number of individuals in the 
Canadian and British Columbia samples signified In the negative. A more 
positive response was obtained from the sAhtfol District survey. Ques- 
tion eleven was similar in content but closely related to the Individual 
school* Responses were similar to the previous question, with individ- 
uals from the district surveyed conveying a more receptive attitude than 
the others. 

Possibly a deterrent to committee participation was the impression 
that public contributions are not appreciated. This seeming discrepancy 
between an unwillingness to participate and too little say was high- 

I 

lighted by responses to question twelve. Although a majority of the 

/ 

British Coluabia saaple expressed the point-of-view that they had suffi- 
cient say in how the schools were run, a significant number of the 
Canadian •ample felt they had too little say. A parallel reaction wss 
noted with the School District 68 sample. 

Conclusions about Responses to Gallup Poll Questions; As per- 
centages were determined for the categorical responses to each of the 
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twelve questions, an evaluation of trends was possible. These treads, 
summarised in Table 21, Indicated whether or not the School District 68 
sample followed a similar or different trend in comparison to the two 
original groups. A relationship also could be identified by stating 
whether the trend was positive or negative* 

The summary table reveals that In only one instance, question ten, 
was the trend displayed by the School District 68 sample different from 
both the Canadian and British Columbia results* The district trend wss 
more positive in orientation and the writer was of the opinion that 
local initiatives had created a greater willingness lor members of the 
public to participate as members of advisory committees. Generally, 
this question typifies the local responses, which were inclined to be 
more positive in direction whether the trend was the same or different. 
Those instances where a more negative response was noted provide the 
basis for further investigation* 

Implications 

I # To be successful, involvement of parents in school matters must be 
based upon a planned effort to solicit their co-operation, within a 
well publicised and well understood set of official procedures. 

2m More parents are interested in active participation on relevant 
items thfen is usually realized* 

3. Trustees, as policy makers, need to be involved actively in any 
program of parent participation. 
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4* Secondary parents are as Interested as elementary parents in the 
education of their children. 

5. School personnel need tc appreciate that contemporary parents fre- 
quently are well educated and informed about educational matters* 

6. Efforts oust be made to reduce the barriers of self-protectionism 
erected by educators against perceived community intrusion into 
school affairs. 

7m Parents can best be encouraged to participate in school affairs if 
they are attracted by topics relating directly to their children. 



8. Coflsaunity relations must be a perpetual, on-going activity if 
advocates for education are to be developed. 

9m A current wave of conservatism has sensitized parents to seek more 
information on curriculum and to hold professional staff more 
accountable for effective instructional services* 

10. Parents have unrecognized concerns that go beyond receipt of 
routine school reports and announcements » and their advocacy of 
expensive education must be cultivated for continued support. 
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11* The public needs reassurance that public school employees are 
qualified, productive , and committed to the task of educating 
children. 

12. Public relations and effective parent coawnications are essential 
to develop public support and encourage parents to become involved 
in school programs. 
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